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oA 45.9 BRIEF 
WALTER R. ELLETT. CHIEF DEPUTY 
JUSTICE DIVISION 
WILLIAM R. HYDE, CHIEF DEPUTY 
CIVIL DIVISION 
DONALD SAWAYA. CHIEF DEPUTY 
GOVERNMENTAL SERVICES DIVISION 
OFFICE OF 
SALT LAKE COUNTY ATTORNEY 
DAVID E. YOCOM 
COUNTY A T T O R N E Y 
January 2, 1991 1991 
Clerk, Supreme Court, Utah 
Geoffrey J, Butler 
Clerk of the Court 
Utah Supreme Court 
332 State Capitol 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 qOOS 7/ 
Re: State v. Michael Dean Hummel, 
Dear Mr, Butler: 
The respondent, State of Utah, hereby waives the right 
to file a Brief in Opposition to Petition for Writ of 
Certiorari in the above-referenced case pursuant to Rule 
47(d), Rules of the Utah Supreme Court. This waiver does 
not constitute a stipulation that the petition should be 
granted, but rather, it is respondent's position that the 
petition should be denied based upon the legal analysis 
contained in the opinion of the Utah Court of Appeals and 
the respondent's brief which is attached to this letter. In 
the event that the Court deems an additional response by the 
State necessary to its determination, a Brief in Opposition 
will be provided. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Very Truly Yours, 
KIMBERLY K. HORNAK 
Deputy County Attorney 
cc: Kathryn Collard, Attorney for Petitioner 
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DAVID E. YOCOM 
Salt Lake County Attorney 
KIMBERLY K. HORNAK No. 4341 
DAVID S. WALSH No. 3370 
Deputy County Attorney 
2001 South State Street, Suite S3700 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84190-1200 
Telephone: (001) 468-3422 
IN THE UTAH COURT OF APPEALS 
THE STATE OF UTAH, 
Plaintiff/Respondent, 
v. 
MICHAEL DEAN HUMMEL, 
Defendant/Appellant. 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY 
AFFIRMANCE 
Case No. 900367-CA 
Respondent, State of Utah, moves this Court pursuant to R. 
Utah Ct. App. 10(a)(2) to summarily affirm the Circuit Court's 
Order denying Appellant's Motion to Withdraw his Plea. 
This Motion is supported by an accompanying memorandum of 
points and authorities. 
DATED this / O day of August, 1990. 
DAVID E. YOCOM 
Salt Lake/County Attorney 
/ 
c/,y L. 
KIMBERLY K. HORNAK 
DAVID S. WALSH 
Deputy County Attorney 
Digitized by the Howard W. Hunter Law Library, J. Reuben Clark Law School, BYU. 
Machine-generated OCR, may contain errors.
Motion for Summary Affirmance 
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CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY 
I hereby certify that on this day of October, 1990, I 
mailed a copy of the foregoing Motion to Kathryn Collard, attorney 
for the defendant, at 415 Judge Building, #8 East Broadway, Salt 
Lake City, Utah 84111. 
&HrtJ 
SecrVtary 
jac/387 
89-3-03267 
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DAVTD F. YOCOM 
Salt Lake County Attorney 
K1MBERLY K. HORNAK No. 4341 
DAVID S. WALSH No. 3370 
Deputy County Attorney 
2001 South State Street, Suite S3700 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84190-1200 
Telephone: (801) 468-3422 
IN THE UTAH COURT OF APPEALS 
THE STATE OF UTAH, ) 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT 
Plaintiff/Respondent, ) OF RESPONDENTS MOTION 
FOR AFFIRMANCE 
v. ) 
Case No. 900367-CA 
MICHAEL DEAN HUMMEL, ) 
Defendant/Appellant. ) 
Respondent submits the following memorandum of points and 
authorities in support of its motion for summary affirmance. 
STATEMENT OF FACTS 
On August 14, 1989, defendant entered a guilty plea to 
child abuse, Utah Code Ann. §76-5-109 (1982) a class B misdemeanor, 
before Judge Griffiths, Third Circuit Court, State of Utah. 
Defendant was sentenced to serve 30 days in jail. Sometime after 
defendant served his sentence, defendant's daughter, the victim, 
recanted her accusations. Subsequently, a motion to withdraw the 
guilty plea was filed on April 2, 1990. It was denied on April 20, 
1990. Defendant filed his motion to withdraw the plea was filed on 
May 4, 1990. This motion was denied on June 11, 1990. Defendant 
has now filed a notice of appeal challenging the lower court's 
denial of the motions to withdraw the plea. 
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ARGUMENT 
POINT I 
BECAUSE DEFENDANT'S TWO MOTIONS TO WITHDRAW THE 
GUILTY PLEA WERE UNTIMELY FILED IN THE LOWER COURT, 
AND BECAUSE THE APPEAL FROM THE FIRST MOTION WAS 
UNTIMELY FILED, THIS APPEAL IS NOT PROPERLY BEFORE 
THE COURT AND SHOULD THEREFORE BE DISMISSED. 
Utah Code of Criminal Procedure §77-13-6(2)(b) (1989) 
provides that: "A request to withdraw a plea of guilty . . . shall 
be made within 30 days after the entry of the plea." Defendant 
pleaded guilty on August 14, 1989. Defendant's first motion to 
withdraw the guilty plea was filed on April 2, 1990, nearly seven 
months after the defendant pled guilty. Defendant's second motion 
to withdraw the plea was not filed until May 4, 1990. See attached 
Exhibit A. 
Utah R. App P.4(a), provides: "An appeal . . . shall be 
filed with the clerk of the trial court within 30 days after the 
date of entry of the judgment or order appealed from." The State 
concedes that defendant's appeal is taken from the final Order, 
dated June 11, 1990, denying defendant's second motion, and is 
therefore timely because the notice of appeal was filed July 11, 
1990. However, defendant did not raise the recantation issue in 
the second motion. That issue was raised in defendant's first 
motion to withdraw his plea. The final Order denying that motion 
was entered on April 20, 1990, almost 90 days before the notice of 
appeal was filed. Therefore, appeal of the recantation issue is 
untimely and cannot be considered. 
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Assuming arguendo this Court decides to reach the merits 
of the case, the lower court's order should be summarily affirmed. 
POINT II 
BECAUSE THE GROUNDS FOR REVIEW PRESENTED BY THE 
PETITIONER ARE SO INSUBSTANTIAL AS NOT TO MERIT 
CONSIDERATION BY AND FURTHER PROCEEDINGS IN THIS 
COURT, THE DECISION OF THE CIRCUIT COURT SHOULD BE 
SUMMARILY AFFIRMED. 
Utah R. App. P. 10(a)(2) provides: 
Within 10 days after the docketing 
statement is served, a party may move: 
(2) to affirm the order or judgment which 
is the subject of review on the basis that the 
gounds for review are so insubstantial as not to 
merit further proceedings and consideration by the 
court [.] 
Defendant raises two arguments on appeal. First, 
defendant claims he should be allowed to withdraw his plea because 
he did not have the assistance of counsel. He claims he relied 
upon representations and assurances of agents of the State of Utah 
that his plea would be held in abeyance and eventually dismissed. 
Second, he claims he should be allowed to withdraw his plea because 
the victim recanted. 
First, defendant claims he should be allowed to withdraw 
his plea because the plea was not knowing or voluntary and was 
without the assistance of counsel. Utah law clearly provides that 
withdrawal of the guilty plea is a privilege, not a right, and that 
a motion to withdraw a plea is only granted within the sound 
discretion of the trial court. See State v. Forsvth, 560 P.2d 337 
(Utah 1977); State v. Galleqos, 738 P.2d 1040 (Utah 1987). 
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Additionally, a defendant is not entitled to withdraw his plea when 
the court does not follow the recommendations of counsel, as long 
as the judge advises the defendant the court is not bound by any 
plea bargain. S_e_e. State v. Garfield, 552 P.2d 129 (Utah 1976); 
State v. Hanson, 627 P.2d 53 (Utah 1981). 
The following transaction occurred at the arraignment on 
August 14, 1989: 
Defendant: 
"Sir, in talking to Detective Collins, I 
was told this would be held in abeyance 
for six months pending" 
Court: 
"She's an officer, she doesn't have any 
more right to tell you that than if you 
talked to anybody out on the street. She 
investigates and files charges, she 
doesn't plea bargain." 
Defendant: 
"O.K." 
Court: 
"She doesn't have any more authority to 
do that (pause) so, you've entered a plea 
of guilty to child abuse. Now if you 
want to talk to an attorney before 
(pause)" 
Defendant: 
"That's fine" 
Court: 
"O.K., then we'll sentence you on 
September 14, 1989 ..." 
The trial court did not abuse its discretion by denying the 
defendant the priviledge to withdraw his plea. It is clear the 
court informed the defendant that the court was not bound by any 
recommendations, and that defendant still had the opportunity to 
get an attorney before entering his plea. 
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Second, defendant argues he should be allowed to withdraw 
his plea because the victim recanted. Under Point I, as stated, 
this issue is not properly before this court since the order 
pertaining to this issue was entered on April 20, 1990, almost 90 
days before the notice of appeal was filed. 
Utah Code Ann. §77-13-6 (1982) provides: "A guilty plea . 
. . may only be withdrawn upon good cause shown and with leave of 
court." Utah courts have held that recantation is not a showing of 
good cause when the victim recants under coercion or undue 
influence. In State v. Mendenhall, 747 P.2d 422 (Utah 1987), 
defendant pled guilty to sexual abuse of a child. The victim 
later recanted, and the defendant moved to withdraw his plea. The 
trial court denied the motion. The Supreme Court of Utah affirmed, 
stating that it would not interfere with the trial court's 
determination that defendant failed to show good cause to withdraw 
his plea. The Court found that the timing and content of the 
recantation suggested the possibility that the defendant coerced 
the victim to recant. 
Similarly, the lower court, in this case, did not abuse 
its discretion because of the suspicious circumstances surrounding 
the victim's recantation. First, it is very common for a victim of 
child abuse to recant, especially when the abuser is a parent, and 
in this case the victim recanted after her father lost his job and 
began serving his sentence. Second, the pre-sentence report 
documents the defendant said he did not want his daughter, the 
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victim, in the home should he be convicted or sent to jail. See 
attached exhibit D. These events suggest the very strong 
possibility that the victim recanted under undue influence or 
coercion. 
The grounds for review are so insubstantial as not to 
merit further proceedings and consideration by the Court. 
DATED this /-/ day of August, 1990. 
DAVID E. YOCOM^ > 
Salt^-Lake^County Attorney 
^K-MlBEfcKpK. HORNAK 
DAVID S. WALSH 
Deputy County Attorney 
mne/387 
89-3-03267 
• 
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CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY 
I hereby certify that on this/J? day of August, 1990, I 
mailed a copy of the foregoing Memorandum to Kathryn Collard, 
attorney for the defendant, at 415 Judge Building, #8 East 
Broadway, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111. 
mne/387 
89-3-03267 
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D O C K E T 
THIRD. CIRCUIT COURT - MURRAY 
Defendant CITATION: 
HUMMEL, MICHAEL 
1131 EAST 4 270 SOUTH 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84124 
Page 1 
FRIDAY JUNE 15, 1990 
9:39 AM 
COS Case: 891000893 MS 
State Misdemeanor 
Judge: LeRoy H Griffiths 
Charges 
Violation Date: 07/10/89 
1. CHILD ABUSE 
Plea: Guilty 
NO CDR * FOR THIS CASE 
76-5-109.B 
Finding/Judgment: Guilty Plea 
Bail 
300.00 
Proceed 
07/28/8 
08/07/8 
08/14/8 
09/12/8 
10/10/8 
10/18/8 
12/01/8 
01/04/9 
02/01/9 
04/02/9 
04/03/9 
04/20/9 
inqs 
9 Case filed on 07/28/89. BKL 
SUMMONS ISSUED. BKL 
ARR MISD scheduled for 8/14/89 at 9:00 A in room 1 with LHG BKL 
9 SUMMONS RETURNED SERVED. 3KL 
9 ARR MISD rescheduled to 8/14/89 at 9:05 A in roon 1 v.'ith LHG DSS 
Mis Arr Judge LeRoy H Griffiths CAK 
TAPE: TB236 COUNT: 1996 CAK 
Deft present w/o counsel CAK 
Defendant advised of rights and waived. CAK 
Chrg: CHILD ABUSE-B Plea: Guilty Find: Guilty Plea CAK 
SNT scheduled for 09/14/89 at 0130 P in room 2 with LHG CAK 
C/O PRE-SENTENCE REPORT FROM AP&P. CAK 
9 SNT rescheduled to 10/10/89 at 1:30 P in room 2 with LHG CRB 
9 Commitment printed BKL 
Bail amount ordered: NO BAIL BKL 
STRAIGHT TIME BKL 
30 Days in SALT LAKE County Jail. BKL 
SNT rescheduled to 10/10/89 at 2:31 P in room 2 with LHG BKL 
LHG/CRB TB320 1192. SENT: $500 FINE, SUSP. $200, 360 DJ, SUSP HJK 
330 DJ, 150 HOURS C.S., OUTPATIENT TREATMENT, 12 MO. PROBATION HJK 
TO AP&P, FAMILY THERAPY. DEFT. TO PAY $100 MONTHLY BEGINNING HJK 
12-18-89 HJK 
9 Began tracking Probation (Other) Review on 10/16/90 HJK 
The fine/penalty amount due was entered: 500.00 HJK 
The fine/penalty amount due was changed to: 3 00.00 HJK 
890001060 Case scheduled on Time Pay account, balance 300.00 HJK 
> Date final payment due: 03/01/90. HJK 
9 892280213 Time payment received in the amount of : 100.00 HLE 
0 900030155 Time payment received in the amount of : 100.00 DSS 
0 900220117 Time payment received in the amount of : 100.00 HJK 
0 FILED: MOTION TO WITHDRAW GUILTY PLEA, SET ASIDE CONVICTION AND BKL 
DISMISS CHARGE. BKL 0 HRG scheduled for 4/20/90 at 9:00 A in room 2 with LHG CRBT 190(0456) LHG/CRB DAVID WALSH APPEARING ON BEHALF OF THE STATE. KATHRYN COLLAR APPEARING ON BEHALF F THE DEFT. (0474) EFEN E M KES OPENING ST TEMENT AND MOT ONS COURTROOM BE CLEARED. (0499) STATE RES ONDS. (0507) COURT R SP NDS AND NI MOTION. (0538) D F NSE MOTIONS PLE BE S ASIDE - COURT84 #1 WITN SS: UBRINA R. HUMME L .W & X IN DEFTS BEH LF. ST TE CR SS- XfiKS>? rXil212) E S RE-R CT 1252 DEF NS  #  W TNESS: K 6HRKtf 530K KE)§OCIAL .. WO K R, SW & X I  DEFT B H LF 16 6 • TffTEsaeRDSS EXfflHSOF'TH  CinC B COURT C'~ c..--.l.v :_AKi COUNTY. UTAH.' DO H£R£PY
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D O C K E T 
THIRD.CIRCUIT COURT - MURRAY 
Defendant CITATION; 
HUMMEL, MICHAEL 
Page 2 
FRIDAY JUNE 15, 1990 
9:39 AH 
COS Case: 891000893 MS 
State Misdemeanor 
04/20/90 
04/23/90 
05/04/90 
05/08/90 
05/09/90 
06/11/SO 
(1625) COURT EXAMS WITNESS. (1702) STATE RECROSS-EXAKS. (1792) 
DEFENSE #3 WITNESS: NEILA RAE HUMMELL, SW & EX IN DEFTS BEHALF. 
(2239) STATE CROSS-EXAMS. (2340) DEFT, MICHAEL DEAN HUMMEL, SW 
& EX IN HIS OWN BEHALF. (2497) STATE CROSS-EXAMS. (2779) DE-
FENSE MAKES CLOSING ARGUMENTS AND MOTIONS TO SET ASIDE PLEA AND 
SET ASIDE CONVICTION. (3 015) STATE MAKES CLOSING ARGUMENTS. 
(3179) DEFENSE MAKES FINAL ARGUMENTS. TAPE CHANGE TR193. (0060) 
COURT RESPONDS AND DENIES DEFTS MOTION. 
FILED: DEFTS MOTION FOR RELEASE OF PRESENTENCE INVESTIGATION 
REPORT 
FILED: DEFENDANT'S SECOND MOTION FOR ORDER ALLOWING WITHDRAWAL 
OF PLEA AND CONVICTION. 
MO scheduled for 5/14/90 at 9:00 A in room 2 with LHG 
MO rescheduled to 6/11/90 at 9:00 A in room 2 with LHG 
TR279(1777) LHG/CRB DAVID WALSH APPEARING ON BEHALF OF THE 
STATE. KATHRYN COLLARD APPEARING ON BEHALF OF THE DEFT. (1790) 
DEFENSE MAKES OPENING STATEMENTS AND MOTIONS TO SET ASIDE CON-
VICTION. (2300) DEFENSE #1 WITNESS: GWEN ROWLEY, DEPT OF 
CORRECTIONS, SW & EX IN DEFENSE BEHALF. (2370) DEFENSE OFFERS 
PROPOSED EX D-l. TAPE CHANGE TR280. (0016) DEFENSE EX D-l 
RECEIVED. (0017) STATE CROSS-EXAMS. (0402) DEFENSE REDIRECTS. 
(0811) STATE RECROSS-EXAMS. (1040) DEFENSE REDIRECTS. (1342) 
DEFENSE #2 WITNESS: LESLIE COLLINS, DEPUTY 
DEFENSE BEHALF. (1516) STATE CROSS-EXAMS. 
EX IN DEFENSE 
MAKES CLOSING 
WITNESS: NEILA R. HUMMEL SW & 
CROSS-EXAMS. ((2085) DEFENSE 
STATE MAKES CLOSING ARGUMENTS 
MENTS. (3060) COURT RESPONDS 
SHERIFF, SW & EX IN 
(1656) DEFENSE =3 
BEHALF. (1770) STATE 
ARGUMENTS. (24 33) 
(2720) DEFENSE MAKES FINAL ARGU-
TAPE CHANGE TR284. COURT DENIES 
DEFENSE MOTION TO SET ASIDE CONVICTION. 
CRB 
CRB 
CRB 
CRB 
CRB 
CRB 
CRB 
CRB 
CRB 
CRB 
CAK 
CAK 
CAK 
CAK 
CRB 
CRB 
CRB 
CRB 
CRB 
CRB 
CRB 
CRB 
CRB 
CRB 
CRB 
CRB 
CRB 
CRB 
CRB 
Accounting Summary 
Paid in full 
Additional Case Data 
Total Due 
300.00 
Paid 
300.00 
Credit Balance Time Pay# 
890001060 
Fine Summary 
Fine: $500.00 
Jail: 360 DA 
Community Service: 
Parties 
Atty for Defendant 
COLLARD, KATHRYN 
Personal Description 
Sex: M DOB: 09/22/51 
Dr. Lie. No.: 
Suspended: 
Suspended: 
150 HR 
STATEScy^TAtfo ••- .•;-; \ • 
c3^t i Tb£F 3ALT LAKE) ' ! " ' 
I. THE UNDERSIGNED. CLERK'OFTtf€ CIRCUIT 
COURT CP S- .T LAKE COUtfTY^UTAH. DCvHEREBY 
CERTIFY T . -A. ' - • - : ,\\;\=>:E-> WO<=dr:SGOit-.:Gis A 
TRUE AND : , JL' . . CO? •: C^AVC^GiNAL'DOCoMFaNT 
ON F-LE IN V :' CF/ iCE 5' SAID'CO'JnT-"V> T. Z!Z • 
WITNESS VY H A N D E D SeAl Ot SAID COURT 
THIS /t> DAY OF _±J£Ux>&.*. ' ~J'' ?r-^&— 
CLERK OF THE CIRCU^-COt/RT -"<*.; i f V • J 
BY ^Jj^lr^H'^V^ D '^-,TY 
State: UT Exoires: 
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D 0 C V. L T 
THIRD CIRCUIT COURT 
Defendant 
HUMMEL, MICHAEL 
MURRAY 
CITATION: 
Pago 3 
FRIDAY JUKE 15, 1990 
9:39 AM 
COS Case: 891000893 MS 
State Misdemeanor 
SCHEDULED HEARING SUMMARY 
MISDEMEANOR ARRAIGN 
SENTENCING 
HEARING 
MOTION HEARING 
TRACKING STATUS 
on 08/14/89 
on 10/10/89 
on 04/20/90 
on 06/11/90 
09 05 A in roon 1 v:ith L: 
0221 P in room 2 v.-ith Lr 
0900 A in roorr. 2 v.-ith Lr 
0900 A in roon 2 with Lr 
Probation (Other) 
End of the docket report for this case. 
Review Date 
10/16/90 
COURT *-• \., r ,: '•..•.'-:'<.'.^,,r,\VwOv.wJ'" - • 
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COLLATERAL CONTACTS (continued): ' *•' ^ 9 $ d 
7. Collateral contact was made with Steven Mclff, the offender's supervisor. Mr. 
Mclff learned about this charge from his supervisor and has never had a 
conversation with Mr. Hummel about it. He was very surprised to learn Mr. 
Hummel had pleaded guilty to Child Abuse. 
Mr. Mclff has known and worked with Mr. Hummel during the last two years and 
sees him as an asset to the Department of Correction. According to Mr. Mclff, 
since Mr. Hummel began working at the University of Utah Medical Center he 
had been very productive. Mr. Hummel designed a new restraint for the 
inmates which is working well and a new shift log which has been useful. In 
addition, Mr. Hummel is currently writting a training program for the nursing 
staff. The training program will educate the nursing staff of the expectations of 
the Department of Corrections in regards to the inmates who are receiving 
treatment at the Medical Center. Mr. Hummel has agreed to conduct this 
training himself. 
Mr Mclff did not necessarily want to see Mr. Hummel lose his job as a result of 
this offence. He expressed a goal to have Mr. Hummel "solve this problem and 
remain working for Corrections." 
EVALUATIVE SUMMARY: 
Appearing before the court for sentencing is thirty-eight year old Michael Dean 
Hummel. He will be sentenced on October 10,1989 for the Class B 
Misdemeanor offense of Child Abuse. This offense involves the defendant 
hitting his eleven year old daughter on the face, hands and back. He claims he 
hit his daughter because she called her mother a "fucking bitch." According to 
the victim, "she was beaten because she telephoned her mother at work. She 
explained it was necessary to call her mother at work because the refrigerator 
was locked and she had been left caring for her infant brother with no way to 
feed him. 
This is the third time Mr. Hummel has been referred to the Division of Family 
Services for child abuse. The first occasion was in 1979 when he "spanked" 
eighteen month old Sabrina because she had wet her pants. The bruises from 
thfs "spanking" were observed by a child care provider and Sabrina was taken 
into protective custody. The second occasion of child abuse occurred in 
November of 1988 when Sabrina and her ten year old brother were taken into 
protective custody because of beatings they had received at home. Both of the 
children told their teachers they were afraid to go home for fesr of what their 
father would do to them. Sabrina Hummel was also placed into protective 
custody after this case of abuse. Mr. Hummel has stated he would like his 
daughter removed from the home if he loses his employment or is caused 
further embarrassment by these allegations made by his daughter. The 
Division of Family Services is anticipating this may happen and would like to 
place her with her maternal grandparents. 
t\L 
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HUMMEL, MICHAEL DE/#T 
;>;gj. *?$>* 
COIffH)t«i 
EVALUATIVE SUMMARY (continued): 
Mr. Hummel is currently employed with the State of Utah Department of 
Corrections. He has not notified his employer of the current charges. In 
the past, he has worked as a police officer and a cement truck driver. 
This offender does not appear to have a substance abuse problem and it 
does not seem the family is experiencing financial hardships. The 
offender is, however, experiencing stress as a result of his mother's 
recent death and this offense. 
Mr. Hummel was emotional, defensive, antagonistic and volatile during his 
interactions with this investigator. He was referred for a psychological 
assessment, but refused to sign a release of information form so This 
investigator is unable to communicate with the evaluator. Mr. Hummel 
hand delivered a copy of an assessment to this office. The assesment 
recommends the offender participate in individual and family treatment. 
It is the opinion of the staff of the Department of Corrections Mr. Hummel 
has established a pattern of abusive behavior. He does not accept 
responsibility for this crime and shows no remorse for what he has done 
to his daughter. After the case of Child Abuse in 1988, Mr. Hummel was 
not charged criminally and was given the opportunity to obtain treatment 
and change his behavior. He failed to take advantage of this chance to 
change. The staff believes Mr. Hummel will continue this abusive 
behavior unless he is forced to recognize it is wrong and make the 
necessary changes through treatment. With his current attitude, Sabrina 
will remain at risk until the Criminal Justice System takes steps to stop this 
pattern of abusive behavior. Therefore, it is the opinion of the staff, the 
following recommendation is the only appropriate sentencing option. 
Respectfully submitted, 
/ xKVw \JUs 
GV^EN ROWLEY, INVESTIGATOR 
Approver, 
RICHARD H. WEBER. SUPERVISOR 
Vfcw 
5920e 10/89 
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